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Re: Notice of ax Parte Contact
PR Docket No. 93-61

Dear Mr. Caton:

The attached statement of MobileVision, L.P. is
respectfully submitted in response to the Commission's request for
comment on proposals under consideration in the referenced docket.

Two copies of this notice are being submitted in
accordance with Section 1.1206(a) (1).

The attached brief comments respond to recent Pinpoint
filings creating further delay in this rulemaking proceeding in
order to allow testing of their system. These filings offer no
new technical findings. As indicated in the attached, the record
over the past two years is replete with technical data and studies
on the operational parameters of the various wideband
multilateration LMS services and the likelihood of interference
between such systems and the operation of narrowband systems and
Part 15 devices. The clear consensus at the meetings with Part 15
representatives and LMS providers was that testing was only
relevant and necessary with regard to Pinpoint's wideband forward
links. It is not appropriate, or fair to the other LMS system
providers who have been awaiting Commission action on final rules,
to delay decisions any further on the core issues -- band plan,
auctioning, transition rules, interconnected services -- on the
basis that the system of one potential LMS provider continues to
be challenged by the Part 15 community.

If, however, the Commission is considering allowing
Pinpoint to use wideband forward links and, in that regard,
desires further testing, rather than penalize the entire LMS
industry by further delay, the Commission should issue final rules
that require testing prior to either deployment of wideband
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systems in the 910-920 MHz band or deployment of LMS systems with
wideband forward links anywhere in the wideband LMS bands to
insure that in either case such deployment would not create
impermissible interference. While this testing proceeds, perhaps
over months, the other mature LMS systems can proceed to deploy
and provide the public with these valuable services.

Please associate this material with the record in this
proceeding.

Sincerely,

Attachment
JJM/agw
cc: Attached Service List



Cthi...... 011 Plft"_ Ex-Parte SUblllitlions,
flied December 8 .. U, 1994.

Introduction

A series of points was submitted, by Pinpoint, to the Conunission between December 8th
and 12th, 1994. In these submissions Pinpoint has almn made misleading claims, all of
which have been previously fully discussed and discounted by the LMS providers who
have developed working and deployable systems, as well other independent experts dUring
these proceedings.

The pmpose of these comments is to briefly brilll to the Commission's attention the facts
that have been established during these leDJfhy proceedings and which have, a,ain, been
totally ignored by Pinpoint in their larest submissions.

Time Sliarini

Time sharin, has been discussed at length and is not feasible. For example the follOWing
comments should be particularly noted:

"T~-divt.don sltarillg ttcllniqlMs. in addttlon to having significant efficiency
burtUM, crta. !UNttllltial enforc~1It buriUns." Professor Raymond Pickholtz,
June 28, 19931

•

. "....TDMA ope11:ltton shtR'ed by many sqJQratc system· would be UIIwo,,1azb~.

The itfrGstruetu,., rtquirrd/or coordJ'II/Iting IndivldwJl systems would be
unworkQble, and iMrdi1ll.J~ I2mOUIIt ofspectr",. capacity would be wasted......
Mobile and Portable Radio Research Group, Virginia Tech, January 14, 19941

•

Lenlthy technical and practical arJWIlCDIS have been put forward by Teletrac.
Sou.western Bell, and MobileVision which all·aaree that wdeband location systems
cmnot share the same frequency band using time division. The result, ifPinpoint's band
proposal was adopted, would be that these sy~m& could not be deployed.

Band Plan and Audions

All those complU1ies that have matUre, developed sySte.lm, namely Telenc, MobileVision
and SBMS, have clearly st:IdId that exclusivefrcq~ allocations are esaential. The
allocation of any shared bind ia totally UDlCCeJ)table, tbeteiore the future auetionina of the
exclusive LMS sub-banda is practical lAd should be considacd providing that the
grandfalherinl and interconnect provisiODs put forth by TeIecrac::, MobiJeVi8ion and
Uniplex. in the Consensus paper. dated December 1:3. 1994, are followed.

I Commenll by T~.1une 29. 1993.~ I, "Conclusions",
~ Ex-.PIrte submission by SBMS. Febnwy 2.1994.
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If Pinpoint's propolled shared band allocation were to be iidopted, then no other LMS
provider, with developed systems and ready to deploy. could opera~ and hence bid on
that bind. The CommisRon is urged to proceed with their proposed band plan of two
3.5 .MIh and one 2 MHz 51lb binds which meets the needs of any LMS system that was
basically designed within the oliginal constraints of the Jnlerim Rules. Originally this band
pJUl put the allocations as shown in fiJUre I, but becaUle of the existinl Teletrae forwud
link, the upper ~.s MHz band would be completely blocked. Hence, it was suggested and
urSed that the upper bands were swapped as shown in figure 2. The bind plan, as per
DJUte 2, results in all bands being useable and it is hilhly recommended that the
Commission adopts it.
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Upper 5.5 MHr tIIIId IlIocIlId by uilting r..,. tanrarcf lwe

MobileVision and TeletrIC have agreed to re--enJineer and re-desian their systems (0

comply with The band plan u above, a process which incurs a significant amount of time
and, in the case of MobiIeVisiOft. miUions ofdonoars of investments.

If Pinpoint,OT olha'st are convinced that they can sIw'e dlen they can jointly bid on the
LMS sub-band Uequencies. IfTe1etrlc and MobiJeVjsion are re-designinathe.ir systems
to meet these allocations then. sun:ly Pinpoint can. If they had dqned their system
within the ori&inal constraints of the Interim Rules~ then they would be a similar position
to MobileVision and should be able to adapt.

IfPinpoint or any other company ate convJnced that mey can share jointly with Pan 1S
devices, then MobileVision would have no objection to them opcratinl in the middle
10 MHz as they have proposed. Their sugaestion of a "Busy Owmel Indieator"~
however. at first silht appears to have some p1'lk.1::ical problems mat the Pinpoint sySlem
occupies the band in very short bursG IIJ.(j it is 1be short duration that has already been
sbown to be the major JKOb.lem for most Part 15 devices. Obviously much further
discussion and testing would be needed in order to allow the Pinpoint system to share with



Pan 15. Again this should not be used as an excuse to delay this roling. If subsequent
testing and analysis showed that the systems could co-exist with the Part 15 devices, then
they might be allowed at a latm stage, and the ruling could reflect this.

Pinpoint System CI.IOII

Pinpoint has regularly mIde claims that their systan has urevolutionl1'Y rechnology" and
claims ofvastlyincnued capaQty over all the otbe.r systems. MobileVision3 and others,
especially Or. J Padfett, Otairrnan 11A CoDsamer Radio Section, have produced full
analysis of the Pinpoint system which shows that the caplCity claims are simply based on
the ose of a very wide bandwidth ( fOllr times that of the other systems) and a dramatic
sacrifice in jamming mqin (the ability to reject interference). It has been pointed out
that in order to work in any pmctical environment 1he ailnaJ S1I'CJlIf.hs need to be very high
and as a result the sites must be close to_cr. For example, in the WashingtOn DC tests
the .PirqK)int baBe stations lay in I rouply cimllar pattan only 3 miles across! Despite all
the claims that have been made by Pinpoint. iDdisputable analysis has shown it is the most
impractical of systems and. in addition, the system most at risk from interference ( e.g.
Pan is devices).

From thoir publicity H1I!rItm'e. it appeals that Pinpoint see their system as one offering
hiaA data throughput. It has been clearly shown in technical PIpiO by both Dr. J.
Pad,ett4 • Chairman TIA Consumer Radio Section and by MobileVlSion5 that the use of
wide bind spread spectnim for data, in an LMS system, is less effi.nent ~an the use of
nanow band charmels. Secondly, it is doubtful if the low transmit duty factors that
Pinpoint claim correspond to the cue when the data traffic is fully loaded.

Narrow Band Forwanl Liab "en..Wide ..... Forward Lillb

Technical papers by both Dr. 1. Padptt, ClIirman TIA Consumer Radio Section Uld by
MobileViIion have conclusively shown that the U!C of wide baDd spread specttum for
data, in an LMS system is las efficient !:han the use of nmow band channels. Pinpoint
should not claim otherwile. 'Theil use of a wideband dlta channels C8I1J10t be
substantiated by any ar,aments on efficiency. In fll.1 it is smprising that Pinpohtt have
chosen to use and ptnist in a widebIIld fonvald link in the li,ht of indisputable evidence
that it is better to use nmow band channels for data capacity.

I '"'!be Pinpoint Array 5YS_ - acrilical anaIYIi...·, Amlcx I, "Reply Comments of MobileVision. July
29,1994.
.. ;'Wide Area Pultlep-... AVM,t.MS:~ syIfflm 6IIIID TIIdeoffI and Pan 1.5
JnI!I'fe.enc:.... Aupst 8. 1994, submit-s to FCC Auplt 12, 19t4 b)' &nry MRivera OIl beJWf of
PItt 151n111UfacbIters.
1 '"TcchnicaJ Nor.e: BIlle llelllioRlhIpI concendnc Location asiq D.irect5eqDellCC Spread SpectrUm,"
~ 3 "Purd1et Reply Comments of MobileVision", MIId\ 29. 1994.



Tlltinl witb Part 15

Testing is not neoessuy for any of the LMS systems with the excepcion of Pinpoint. _ The
intelference from me ocher LMS systems was shown to be ncgligible and. jadling by the
meedn,. between LMS providers and Pan IS, oflia:le concern. Therc is no doubt that
the potential intorfaence from Pinpoint is greater than any of The other LMS sysrems, and
hence, the testina was only recormnended for this case.

Pinpoint have proposed that they could operate outSide the LMS S'-1b-band allocatiom on
a shared basis with Pan 15. Mobi1.eVi$ion has sutmittcd rhree major papers to the
Commission on the in"'encc between Part 1Sdevices and LMS systems. The results
have been pre..4lented to the major Part 15 fepJeSentatives and the only expressed concern,
by Part 15. has been the Pinpoint widebalXl forward link. The true effects of the
interference to Part 15 devices by the Pinpoint forward link is totally dependent upon the
implemented avoidance tClthniques eJqJloyed by the Part 15 devices. This was the reason
why testing was recommended in order to assess the actual impact of the interference.

TesUnl is only sugested because of the Pinpoint system and only because of the concern
of use of a high power (500W) wide band forward link. It should not, and must not be
used to delay thc rulinS. The lISe of wide band forward Unks could be allowed if
subsequent teating, which could take months. showed that the interference was acceptable.

ConduIIons

The latest submiJsiOftS by Pinpoint are simply a repeat of their olilinaJ points made at the
lqirmin,g of the proceedinp. In flM:t, much of thc proceedilllS bu been taken up by
extensive analysis showin, that the Pinpoint claims of superior teehnololY and sharing
idcas had no basis.

The Commission is wpd to adopt the bend plan as proposed and shown in fi,are 2, so
that the LMS industry can at last act jOma. It is a lood plan that has significant
COlliPlomiae and yet is still ac:c:epIabie to thole compuies that npdy developed systems
within the constraints of the IJlterim Rules. This proceedina hu drilled on long enoqh
and it is not helped by coJ11)anies re-ita'ating misleading points that have been extensively
analyzed and shown to be wrong.

If the Commiasion consida's alJowini Pinpoint's wide band forward link, dlen it could
issue rules providillJ for such wide bud forward linb to be permitted only afta' tesling
has demonstrated that rAe interfereDCe caused is within acceptable limits. Such adDs for
the Pinpoint system can take place after the role is issued 1hus pennitting commercially
viable systems to be built now and to begin to service the public.
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I, America G. Wear, hereby certify that copies of the

foregoing Bx Parte filing were forwarded this 22nd day of

December, 1994 by u.s. first-class mail to the following

individuals:

* Chairman Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 814
Washington, DC 20554

* Commissioner Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 826
Washington, DC 20554

* Commissioner Rachelle B. Chong
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 844
Washington, DC 20554

* Commissioner Susan Ness
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 832
Washington, DC 20554

* Commissioner James H. Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 802
Washington, DC 20554

* Ruth Milkman
Senior Legal Advisor
Office of the Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 814
Washington, DC 20554



* Lauren J. Belvin
Senior Legal Advisor
Rudolfo M. Baca
Legal Advisor
Office of Commisssioner James H. Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 802
Washington, DC 20554

* David R. Siddall
Office of Commissioner Susan Ness
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Stret, NW, Room 832
Washington, DC 20554

* Jill M. Luckett
Office of Commissioner Rachelle B. Chong
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 844
Washington, DC 20554

* James R. Coltharp
Office of Commissioner Andrew Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 826
Washington, DC 20554

* F. Ronald Netro
Engineering Assistant to the Chief
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, NW, Room 5002
Washington, DC 20554

* Rosalind K. Allen, Acting Chief
Land Mobile & Microwave Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, NW, Room 5202
Washington, DC 20554

Martin D. Liebman, Deputy Chief
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, NW, Room 5126
Washington, DC 20554



* Bruce A. Franca, Deputy Chief Engineer
Office of Engineering and Technology
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, NW, Room 7002-A
Washington, DC 20554

Richard B. Engelman, Chief
Technical Standards Branch
Office of Engineering and Technology
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, NW, Room 7122-B
Washington, DC 20554

David E. Hilliard, Esq.
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Kathleen Abernathy, Esq.
AirTouch Communications
1818 N Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Louis Gurman, Esq.
Gurman Kirtis Blask &

Freedman, Chartered
1400 16th Street, NW
Suite 500
Washington, DC 20036

Henry M. Rivera, Esq.
Larry S. Solomon, Esq.
Ginsburg, Feldman & Bress
1250 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Henry Goldberg, Esq.
Henrietta Wright, Esq.
Goldberg & Spector
1229 19th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036


